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. SECTION I - PRCCRAM DESCRIPTION

-

' Froje?t‘BU;LD'(Bilingual Undersfanding Incorporetes
Learning Di'sabilities) was established in Septenber. 1976
in New York'Community School Districf 4, (Manhattan's East
Harlem), under ‘the provzszon of the ESE' Title VII. This
evaluation study represents its fourth year of: operatlon.
Proaect-BUILD 1s a unlqueebillngual educatlon program. This -
1§ so because the Pro;ect combines the methodology and con-,
cerns of both special education and billngual educatlon. )
Its.princlpal aim 1s-to provide appropriate,’ supplemental
educatzon treat@ent and opportunltles for-bilingual child-
ren with leernlng dlsabllltleSo Major activities of the -
program 1nclude: | . o o .

- Identificatzon and selectlon of blllngual chlldren

who have or may have learn;ng-dlsabllitles

- Providing dlagnostchevaluatxons of psycho-eduoatlon-

o

al functlonlng of children.
- —Individualized and small gronp educational and thera-

penfic treaxmené‘outside of the regular classroom.

- Cnrriculnm-anq material resogrce deveiopmentafo:sup-
port the above acti;ities} ]

- Promotlng the understandlng of learnlng dlsabllmtles

among the blllngual parents of chlldren in the Pro- -

- -Ject and;znyolv-ng such parents 1n appropriate and ‘

" supporitive educational processes. ' S

-
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The Project BUILD staff consists of a Project Director.‘A

responsible for overall impleméntation and management; a

) _ _ : N
| family assistant who serves as aetween the project

and the parents, and community, who follows up on the individ-

ual children who are treated by external agenczes (medlcal

‘examinations and treatment at local hospitals, eclinics, etc.);

three Bilingual Learnlng Dlsabllltles Speclallsts: a Psycho-

) logist. used as a consultant for the purpose of psychologlc-

al test and evaluation of the ‘children selected for the pro-
gram's direct 3erv1ces; and three Educational A531stants.

- Project BUILD provides educational and therepeutic serv-
\_—____,

4

. ices to 100 ch;ldren of the Elementary School Level in grades

one through szx. During the year 1979-80 thepmaqor concerns
of the proaect_specialists hﬁfe been ‘the develooment of the
pupil!s"cohmunicatidn eiills in their dominant language;
miniyiqiné the'negative'effects of the students specific
learning:disaoilities’oh the development of said Ekills,and

on their personal and social development. The children_attend"

”“Bilingual Centers“ at two public‘schools which provide pro-
| grams .for bilingual instruction, P.S. 72.and P.S. 155. Each

center is staffed by a Bilingual Learhihg Disability Special-

-lst ‘and one or two Educatlonal Assoclates. One of the centers
,13 in a non-publlc school. St. Paul’s. The resource room at
- Ste Panl's is staffed by a Bilingual Learnlng Dzsablllty Spec-,

| glallst. No Educatlonal Associate is prov1ded.

(2) R
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o Bilingual children who are‘diégnosed as learning dis-
apled are instructed daily for 45 minutes. Instruction is

individual and when neceséary‘in'small'groups. The péactice

) -‘ » : . ) . s /‘—\
o of setting aside Fr}days for staff meetngs, record keeping, __° £

"material development, etc. was discontinued for the year of
- 1978-79. Thc,Project teachers énd‘staff considered that giv-
- en the cxperiance‘gaiﬁed by them at this stage of Project
BUILD's development, the time can ce better used far student
. instruction. | | |
The assessment, instructional diagnosis and edcuational . :
evaluation of the.program's students.‘aé well as individual
programs for lnstructlon are prepared by the B;llngual Learn-
" ing D1sability Specxallsts. The program is concerned with the
communication skills of the students malnly 1n thelr dominant
_ languag; their specific’ learning problems and their perscnal
.;’ and social development. ~The diagnosis:and individual piograms

of lnsturctzons are discussed with- the‘regular claesroom b*-

" —
C ‘lingual teachers so as to get their input on the recommendat-
ions and to insure follow-up of" treatment in thelr classes.
) "\
: _ | . - T NS
%) . ‘ 4-( .. | " c(3)




SECTION II: EVALUATION DESIGN

‘.
-

- \ - R

. The evaluationsdesign for Pro;ect BUILD was descr;bed

L)

in the origlnal Project Application of 1976 (pgi\éé -78), .~

nodlfled/in 1976-77 and 1977-78, and the 1979-80 deszgn

model will follow that of- 1979-80. | - .

PUPTL ACHIEVEMENT | : .

? The major concern of the project this year was centered

around the pupil's communication skills, ‘with emphasis on the

cevelopment of reading in the student's dominant language. |

The objectives related to reading skills in English as well |

as in Spanish will be the focus of‘thie evaluation. These

objectives require that each dominant language grade ‘group

demonstrate-improvement in readlng rate as a result -of being

> educationally serviced by the PrOJect.' The progress in other

-educatlonal areas or socxal skllls were not to be formally .

measured. B ‘ . "&;l

The Inter-America Serles (IAS) Test of Readlng and Prueba,
de Lectura, Levels I and II were to be used to evaluate the

"pupil's dominant language reading achievement in ?ngllsh or
~Spanish. All the Pre-Test forms were to be glven in the fall

and the Post-Test froms were to be glven at the end of the

- 'gschool year. The IAS raw scores were converted-to aa.experle-

£

S
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- mental set ot grade equivalent (GE) scores which were deve-

4"—
P

-

loped by the Project s prevzous evaluator. A ‘total of twelve
(12) evaluation dbjectives (twa" (2) larguages tipes six (6)
¢ grades) will be evaluated if pairs of usable scores are avail-

able. . . R . . o

) -

P . - -
. .. - h

‘The evaluation obaectives for dominant language reading.

as in the, previous yeart can be stated as follows:'

w s

The 12§truction and services provided by the Project will
in the pupil’s gain in dominant 1 age reading,
skills (as measured by the Inter-americar@)Series Test of
Reading and Prueba de Lectura, as demonstrated oy a stat-
. igtically P = .05) mean gain in growth in total grade )
equivalent scores on each battery, as indicated by 2
comparison of their pretest to posttest mean gains during
the’ year, with their average gaing of previous years
'thCh are to be computed from their,pretest scores.
That is, it was required that each grade group demonstra—

ted an improvement in reading=growth rate after beginning‘in

‘the'program. fo determine if gains in reading made by the”

pupils at each grade level were attributable to the program,

the Bond and Tinker procedure w1ll be used. .This proceedure

treats each pupil as itshown control. Por the Pirst Grade

Pupil without.previous scnool experiencé. (not.a repéater). - [

the “normal” rate of growth inherent in tfe grade equivalent s
. scores for these reading test (0.l grade equivalent per montbS:
. will be assumed, starting from their actual pretes* scores,

inh order to derive -an “"expected® or predicteq_xgosttest

- score. ‘This expected score was then to be compared with the

pupil’s. actual.. posttest score.

- .(‘5)
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. EVALUATION OF EDUCATIONAL PROCESSES N _—
TR CTION

The evaluation data on the effectlveness of‘Progect sel-

~

ectxon procg/ﬂures was to be obtained by means of’etarf inter-

- ‘ ’views. exam;nation of’ Pro;ec* documents and the. study and re- ~
3 .view of. pupils screening and achievement records. ) - .
s~

DIRECT smhvicss

-

Por the assessment of d;rect servzces prov1ded by the *-
. Project s staif to the partlcipatlng pupils “the. Consultanx .

was to visit the centers for informal.observatlons, conduct

staff 1nterv1ews. and submit questlonnaires to the school

-

staff. " B | ) S k
* INDIRECT SER!;CES
' Por assesement of indirect services provided ﬁy the

Project staff to other students in the Centers the Consult-

-~

ant was to visit the Centers. interview the PrOJECu staff
» .
and submit questxonnaires to the school staff. - o

" STAFP DEVELOPMENT . . -

The axtainment of ohaectives related to staff develop- -

-

ment was to be assessed through lntervzews ‘with Pro;ect

teachers “and the Proaect Dzrectc-.

-
-
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CU#RICQ&Q! MATERIALS ‘

. The attainment of objectives rﬁlated.to curriculun
ugtgrials was to be assessed.by'bbservation at the Centers
‘and interviews with the sta{f;.i

~ ’ >~

PARENT INVOLVEMENT - e T

b ’

The attainment of objectives related to parent involve-

. ment yaS'fo‘be agssessed by guestiénnaires and through inter-

‘views of ﬁa;gnts and staff.- .
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- '; . -SECTION III - EVALUATION FTNDINGS - e

o In thls sectlon evaluatlon findings are nresented with

- . a minimum of lnterpretatlve commentaries. The 1nterpretat-
ions of-#he eva.uatlon flndlngs will be dlscussed in the foil-

» B ) . . K-

lowing section.

PUPIL ACHIEVEMENT

N\

- READING: _ ENGLISH gsIA DOMINANT. LANGUAGE ' N
_Theﬂresults_of the Bond and Tinker analysis of English \\
- as a dcminaht ianguage’reading.are given in Table 1, (Page g ).
K total of_tweﬁtyenine (29) valid pairs of pretest and pest-'
test scores on the IAS Test. of Reading-@ere obtained for all
~ &rades in the ﬁroject. For the”third:and foarth grades only,
a

¢ five (5) pairs, of .gradgs were avallable- nine (9) and seven

(f) palrs of scores for the second and fifth grades resnect-_

-~

'-ively, three (3) for the flrst grade.
| The flrst graders obtalned a hlgher actual posttest ‘mean |
score than the expeczed posttest mean, socre, but the differ-

_ence was not staxlstlcally 31gn1f1cant. These flndlngs must

T e

'be dlsregarded as questzonable because the students had no
'lerevious schoollng and the normal' rate growth'lnherent 1n-
the grade equlvalen* scores of these tests w%s assumed i.e.
0.1 GE per month, startlng from thelr actual pretest score
_in order to. derlve -the expected or predicted posttest scoree.
A more deflnate analysis of the flrst grade Englxsh readlng

achlevement scoéres is given in Table 2 (pagelo )




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

. . . .' ;-
. TABLE - : L
. Engallsh as 3 Dominant Language: Reading Achievement ?
_ | Inter-American Series, Test of Reading
0 +Grade Bquivalent Total Score Analysis:
o Bond and-Singer Method
. y 0 |
o . " pctual Post-test Scoras Expected Pogt-test Scores ,
Grade Level Numb& Mean Standard Number - Mean  Standard % (d)
- Tested (GE) Deviation ‘Tested  (GE).  Deviatién .
CEmt I 3 L9 3 W a2 LE%
Scond 11, 9 30 5 9 2l .8 2184
mird 1L 5 %3 W9 EREEE Y 75 2,786
Pourth I . 5 kO 68 5 3l L3 2.0
BHfth 7 Wl 82 7 38 200
I o U
o . (9) fs



" TABIE 2

a English as a Dominant Language: Reading Achievement =
Inter-American Series, Test of Reading
Grads Equivalent Total Score Analysis
Pre-test - Post-test Method
. Pre-test Scores . Post-test Scores
' Graes. level Number Mean  Standsrd . tumber Meen - Standard 't (d)
- " Mested (CE),  Deviation Tested (GE) Deviation
st I . % CLb .2 . 3 L9 A Ll
sond I L9 LB L Sy 9 30 ko

MBI o5 .23 53 g sasm

Porth, I 5. 2 Ll 5 o 68 30200
PoMth om 7 3 A o7 Wb 268
| o) -
19 Y




The second graders achieved their objective for EAglish
reading obtaining an actual post*est mean of 3.01 (SD = .55)
) with t = 2,184 as compared to an expected posttest mean of
241 (SD = .464) ) '
The third graders obtalned an ‘actual posttest mean of
3}3 (SD_s .94) as compared to an expectéd posttest mean of
_“fb“ R 2“7;(SB;= «75) wzth 't = 2.786. The thlrd graders. achleved
| I thelr Engllsh readlng obaectlve. ' . ..
The fourth graders obtained and actual posttest nean of
4,0 (SD = .68? as compared to an expected posttest mean of
-3e1 (SD.= 1.3) This~groyp narrowly missed achieving the
'desired statistical criteria., The fazt that the group is

small and that the criteria was msssed oy a narrow-margln

- e

°_ . tends to suggest that the ach;evement of the fourth graders

.may be-educatlonally 31gn1f1cant. ;_
The ﬂifth graders falled to achleve thelr obJective for

4

-

. Engllsh readlng by a small margzn. They scored an-actual
posttest mean of 4.1 (SD = .82) as compared to an expected
) pos‘test eman of 3.8 (SD =f.94) tfd’ T '-;“' |

Table 2 g1ves a re-analy51s of the scores for English
as'a domlnant language readlng utlllzlng a (t) te < comp~

arlson of pretest and posttest scores. As 1s shown 1n'Table

rovement_ln mean_ scores. Grades two,-three and flve demon—

-

strated a statis 1cally 51gn1f1cant 1mprovement in thelr'mean

scores.’ The first grade did not ;mprove their mean scores to

s

7

-
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4

show a significant difference. It is to be noted that with

'so.few socres no complete and definate statemént can “be made

B

as to the educatlonal 51gn1f1cance of the first grades achieve=-

- -

ment.

o

READING: SPANISH AS A DOMINANT LANGUAGE

-———The—results of the Bond and Tlnker analy51s of Soanlsh

as a domlnant;language ‘reading are g;ven in Table 3 (page l3).

A total of twenty-six valid pairs of pretest and posttest
scores on the IAS Prueba -de Lectura were obtalned for grades
one (1) through three (3) and grade five (5). R

The first graders obtalned a substantlally h1gher actual
posttest score than the expecteo posttest mean scores. _They.
achleved thelr readlng obaectlve for Spanlsh readlng. chever$
these resultv can be dlsregarded as ouestlonable for tr- same
‘reasons as glven for the first graders tested in Engllshz -

the Bond and Tlnker method is not totally approprrate for the

- students wzth no prev1ons academlc experlence.

The thlrd graderS*SLgnlflcantly ach1eved their obJect1ve,

s for‘Soanlsh readlng; scorlng an actual posttest mean of 3.,

(sD. = .83) as comnared to an expected posttest mean of 2.?

._‘) e
7 -4

p (-2 Y L : . - . - G s
\Qr-:**._)o_- ry — - - ST

o

LN

‘test scores than expected posttest scores. The second graders -

achzeved criteria, the fifth graders came ‘close tOfachieving_'

the criterla in thls analy31s.

The second and flfth graders achieved hlgher actual post-

e
5



' Spanish as a Dominant Lanéuagez “Reading Achievement

£

TABLE -

J

‘Inter-Americana Series, Prueba de- Lectura
~ Grade Equivalent-Tota) Score Analysis
Bond and Sinpr Method

H

\

Actual Post-test Scores

Eipected Post-test Scores:

Gra Level Number Mean Standard f Number  Mean ‘Standard t (d)
. | Tasfed (GE). Deviation Tested  (GE)'  Deviation
Pirst 1 EEYE R B TR E 7,129
;'~\ , o | | , o - /
.Seco@\ 11 8 342 467 9, 2.9 L. | 21139
@grd_ _1r TS 38 B 7w 2,640
PR C N SR N Y L2 3 3§ 75 2,000
s \\ \\.\
wo
' 2"! | *;:3: '



TABIE-- &4 - -
- ) . o : ' . N
- Spanish és a Doninant Language: Reading Achievement
Inter-Americana Series, Pruebd de.lectura
Grade Equivalent fotal Score Analysis
Pre-test - Post-test Method
\ «Pre-Test’ Scores . - Pbst-‘l‘est Scores
Grade  Level- Mumber Mean  Standard Number Mean,' Standard -t (d)
o Tested -(GE). Deviation Tested ~ (GE) Deviation
Mest I8 Ly g g M Bub6s
Cosend I8 23 8 3, & 28022
hid I 7 24 | 73 8 3%
BT RE SRS T W T T W R 1
~ o~ - , : . - ' T ’ ‘7%
‘ | v o ' o T - ~U
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I3
The pretest - posttest analyszs of Spanlsh read;ng
ach.evement given in Table &4 (page;__) shows that -the first ‘
and third graders made-a highly s;gnlfleant improvement in
.'their mean reading scores. TheTsecond'graders,alsd;showed .’.

improvement in their mezn reading scores. ?Pé fifth graders

" achieved a .9 increase that was not statistically signifieeﬁt.
> The gr\des makzng significant improvements in Spanish

reading .also deaonstrated this in their mean scores; the

first graders advanced by a 1.8 grade equivalent from l.b‘to

- 3.23 the second grade adavanced by a o9 grade equivalent from

2.3 to 3.2 and the third grade advanced 1l.1l grade'éauiralent'

from 20“ <o 3.5. >

SELF CONCEPT

2

. ’ - WA . Fa '
A ve-y modest effort was made ‘to assess self-concept  and

the test. osenberg s Self—Concent ;nventogx was administered

_ at the beginning and conslusion of the academis year. .‘Table

5 (page )} gives the results,‘ A“total of twenty-seven (27)
usable pairSeof'scores were-selected from the'English”domin-
'.ant groups and twenty-elght (28) usable pairs of scores were
-selected from the Spanlsh dominant groubs. The meap socres
'rdszer very little.from pretest to posttest.in both groups;

°

-

(15)

o
]

—
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¢«  TPABLE -
-Self-COncébt: English and Spanish Dominant stucents

< ‘ _ .Tesiv: Rosenberg Self-Concept Inventory

Pre~Test - Post-Test Method

;l ! - ' gggllsh Domlnant Group
| . Pre-Test Scores p Post-Test Scores
N .~ 29 S | - 29
- Lo 6462 ' 6.72 .
SD | 1.8 . : . ' - 1a8
N "Spanish Dominant Group -
Pre-Test Scores _' , Post-Test Scores
. N ST 28- - 28 |
¥ 7.2, 7.6 7.
.. Sb S =16 R . 2.3
‘ . -
| - : ’ \
5 C .
¢
\’. 5 '\ '
' { >
. . .. , - )
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N . . - 5
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_PROGRAM EDUCATTONif PROCESS. = . L

> . - . -

-~

PUPIL SELECYION ..
Project BUILD servzces bilingual chlldren ‘who are con-

e

szdered learn;ng dzsabled. The crlterla for.selectlng the
students to the Proaect reads. "a szgnlflcant descrepancy
between academlc skllls’and general abzllty . S-nce;most of .
the chlldren enrolled 1ast year are Stlll partzczpatlng in ;
the ProJect. the battery*of selectlon Instruments was admln-
] 1stered°mostly to lncomlng firs year students. . f"ﬁ_l BN
The potential partlczpants were glven the New - York City- "

gggggge &ssessment Battegz QLABl as the only measure of 1aﬂg-

uage domlnance. Then. elther the Wlde Range Achlevement Test

| or the Prueba de Habllldad General, (dependlng on the language,

domlnance) and Goodenough-Harrls Draw-a-Man were glven to

E

1den$1£y puplls with diﬁcrepancles between academlc ach;eve-'*'

ment and. general ablllty. The Sllggerland Sereenir: T-sts for for

D13ab111».~s were

Chlldren w1th Sneclflc Learnl'

_Identl
“given to determlne language lmpazrments that relate to readlng.
< wrifing, spelling and speakins T

A N ' One hundred puplls were enrolled Ain g*ades I’througn.é

-

'to-rec1eve the Proaect s direct services. By the end of the

~

academlc year 1979-80 the Project was serving approxlmately
" - 84 students. as 16 had ‘been transferred out of the part1c1pat-.
ing schools- Pupxls detected by the screening battery as hay-

. « _ ing minor learning prqblems recieved indirect serv;ces from -

N e apEs T E
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only 9 approached to near grade level functlonlng in readlng

' -

-5:\:;the Prdject staff in the form of informal consultation with

the bllznbual classroom tegchers and suggestlons and sharlng

o
-

In this Consultant's oplnlon there is ev1dence to ~nd1-

'Lcaxe tQat P*oaect selectzon proceedures were generally valid

durlng 1979-80. The analy51s of the achlevement of students

selected thls year supparts the Proaect s selection of puplls.'

. Of the-g%oup selected for the Engllsh-domlnant group all were

, performlng under grade level. 'In the Spanlsh .dominant grouo

bnt thel* functlonlng in Math is very low. ‘The posttestlng

_iancated that desplte 1nd1v1dual gains” ln the English- domln- '
- ‘anf'grohp there are flfteeh»(ls) students who are not achiev- |

"1ng thelr expetted level in readinge. In fhe Spanlsh-domlnant-

group there are flVe (5) students that have ‘raised thelr read-
lng rate but who are stlll worklng below\\he1r expected gé%de

,Ievels Low achxevement in an by 1tself does not 1nd1cate

learnlng dlsabzlltles and the Proaect Staff andathis Consult-

ant agree that .some .of the selected pupils are not true learn-

_'ing disabled, but that their school performance is affected by-

elther soclal or emotlonalafactors. However, conslderlng the

e -

'present state of- the art in the field of learning  disabilities

regardlng deflnltlon and need of valld and reliable fechnlques'

for its dlagnosxs, some problems in the selectlon of partlcl-

~

| panxs -are to be expected._‘ﬁ

(18) - ¢ T



Moreover, because of fhis Project's uniqﬁeness. its Staff is
:aiso confronted with the total lack of reliable and valid.
cr1ter1a to detect thls condltlon with absolute prec1s1on in
« billngual children. / \
The use of the Gooqanaugh—Harris.’Draw-a-Man as a méasure
_of general learning‘abilitj is considered inadeqﬁate for‘the.
purposes of this Proaect. given that the only aspect of.int-

L

.elligence the’ instrument measures, is detailed recognition.

DIRECT SERVICES - o : ' N
\ " The Proaect s Centers were v131ted by this Consultant |
durlng var;ous periods -throughout the second semester of the
acadeqis year of }979-80.' Thevdirect services profided”byzthe
“Learning Diéabilities Speciaiists and other Staff'membefs were
in this Consultant's opinion effective and in cohpliance wifh
ktha Project’s specifications. Educational evaluations wefe
- written for each admitted student and the findings_ were. in-
corporated into the 1nd;v1dual educazlonal plans used by the

T Speclallst to guxde the student's dally 1nd1v1dual instruct-

~ions.  With the Engllsh-domlnant~group the-Woodcock Reading

- ‘: MAstegx Tests and the Kex-Math were used in dlagn031ng weak-_
‘nesses and s«rengths in readlng ‘and math respectlvelg. As -
is the case with the screening instruments, there 1is an‘a%mosta
‘total'lack of valid diagnostic instruments that can be used

b with bilingual learning disabled (especially in Spanish) child-

fen.h It was encouraging to observe how the teachers'and the

-~

. \‘l ‘F- . .' ‘- .. v.‘. N .
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staf? being“confronted with this prdblem have developed in-
formal ‘diagnostic tasks and are u31ng the diagnostic inform-
ation thus obtained to plan the stude“t s instruction. In
addition to the-lndlv;dual edncatlonal”plans a proflle”sﬁeet.
and progress record in reading and math were maintainedﬁfor
1each73tudent;d ‘ | |
All students, screened and accopted. to be servlced by
Progect BUILD are given a. psychologlcal evaluatlon. |
As}reported by the Proaect*Learnlng'Dlsabllltles Spee-
ialists during the year i9?9-80 five of the:newly,admitted
' students wereereferred.te outside'agencies.
. After several in-site observations of "the Progect BUILD
1Staff. thls Consultant'’ s ‘opinion is that the strongest comp-
onent and most encouragsng aspect of the Project. 1s the teach-
ing component: how the Learning Disabilities Speclallsts and
‘ the Educational Assistants implement their teaching. It is
rewarding te'dbserve their'efficiency,and,how they carry out
- instructional and remediational activities in their respect-
ive laboratories. They are able to create a supportive environ-

" ment that paired to effective use of well structured teaching

practices promotes the student's learniné and their motivation '

for learning. They seemed tlreless in their efforts to help

N the s>udents and work wzth them.

- The questlonnalre survey of eleven (11) regular blllngual
classroom teachers indicates that they conSLdered the direct
services of the Projedt vital to their schools and the other

five (5) considered the services an advantage to their schoois.

\ R » (zo)a-;j
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INDIRECT SERVICES
In 1nterv1ews between thls COnsultant the Project .
\"Directgn and thevLearning Disabilities Specialists it was

“indicated tﬁst-whenever possible they assist the bilingual

T

~— -

classrodn teachers by snggesting appropriate teaching tech-
niques=and'materials todbe nsed‘ﬁith the Proﬁect's stucdents
Aas well as»with the othef bilingual students in the class.’
They also 1nd1cated that .glven the number of students seen
during the day the t1me factor llmlts somewhat these 1nd1rect
services on their part. Nevertheless. che eleven (11) class-
. room ‘teachers who: answered the questionnaires reported that
communication in generaI, between the Learning Disabilities
Specialists has increased notably. (See Appendix____ ).

This Consultant feels that a good learning resource cen-
te: in each of the schools is an effective and useful way of

rendering indirectxserviceszto the other classes in the school.
. - ‘ . .
\ ) - .
\

STAFF_DEVELOPMENT °

_ The Staff development thls year 15 considered by thls
Consultant as satlsfactory. ‘The Project staff part1c;pated
'in a series of in-service wogkshops conducted by the Project
ADireetor_and an outside consultant. Three of the teachers are
enrolled in Learning Dlsabiliwles\Masters programs at a local
university. The Staff: stlll Lons;dered. as was communlca ted
to this Consultant, that, the need for tralnlng in the practi-

\
cal and every-day ways" of teachlng blllngual lear nlnd dlsaoled

is greatly needed.



PARENT INVOLVEMENT
As indicated by the Project's Staff in a personal_inter-
_viee with this Consultant, parent involvement in Project
 BUILD has improved somewhat. In the thifteen (lﬁ) question-
~ hnaires received fron parents, five (5) were said to have att-
—~ ended fiyef(s) meetings held by the érojectAthis year. - All.
. - respondents have talked to‘themPreject Sfaff members‘more
than once during the‘yeaf) Ali‘but\one fespondent are said
' to have participated in the different activities spensored
by the Project. Twelve (12) respondents have actuelly ob-
served classes from one (l) to three (3) times. All respond-

ents. acknowledged the fact that communlcatlons from the Pro-

Ject have been recleved by them in the fcrm of: bulletins,
letters, announcements. notes, and telephone communlcatlon.
One (1) respondent informed of a visit from the famely coor;
“dinator: ' '

CURRICULAR_MATERIALS '

A eensiderabie amount of materials were purchased by
the Projects eoth the Staff and the Bilingual Classroom
Teachers have accessibility to the curricular matérials.
Alfhough it is known.of the limited number of dialectic
materials in Spenish, the Project Director has been attent-
ive to the new reléases of adequate materials published in
Spanisheand hée_agquined some. During on-site visits to

'the Centers this Consultant has observed z sizeable amount

o o ~ . (22) o, v -
ERIC . L




of curricular materials either adapted dr'produced by the
Pro ject Sﬁécialists.'yet no'systematic effort has been made
to collect th%m and prepare them in such way so as to make.

theif use possible by other teachers and with other students.

Gy
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BILINGUAL CLASSROOM TEACHERS' QUESTIONNAIRE FINDINGS
“Eleven (11) bilingual classroom teeche;e'responded to

the queétionnaire eubmitted to them by this Consultant. The

| majority'(zz%) of the'respondents considered the selection

'of pupils made by Project BUILD for the academlc year 1979-

80 above average or outstandlng. _ , _
The improvement in reading, readihg motivatioh;'math.

- social behav1or. and self esteem was percelved by . the res-
-pondents as malnly due to PrOJect effectiveness as was the
progress of the pupils exacted from the program. Six (6)
of the eleven (11) teachers considered the Project eervices
as v1tal to thelr school. The remalnlng four (u) teachers.
con31dered Proaect services as an advantage to their schools.w

In asse531ng the Project's direct services two (2) of

_the teachers wrote the following comments:

“I felt that the services were very good. The children
look forward to g01ng to classes. They have recieved
“ the ‘instruction on a "one-to-one” basis that I could not

3 - PR

provide”.

And: "This program gives the children <%he opportunlty to re-

e

ceive individual help, worklng in small group. szuuatlons

whidh, I think, is very valuable for these chlldren .

‘l‘ oy
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'SECTION IV - DISCUSSION AND INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS

In this section the Coﬁsultant w1ll dlscuss and will try

to interpret, to the best of her Judgement. all the flndlng
presented in the_prev1ous sections.’
PUPIL ACHIEVEMENT
READING . ) |

Pwo typesfof factors'hill first be considered, that in
this Consultant's oplnzon have af’ected the flndlngs of thls
evaluation. and furthermore. hav. complzcated their 1nter-
C pretatzon. There are general factors that affect the 1mple-
mentation of ProJect BUILD or any other similar program which
intends to_serv1ce.stedents who are,blllngeal and learning
.;diseoled.: For one, the lack of ageilaole fnformation as to
whet_are the important comﬁonents of educational programs for
.bilingua;.'learn%gg°oisabled students and how they are to be
- evaluated. Theﬂgoidelines‘for‘the imple;entation.end evalua-
tion of such programs, to the oest of this Consultént's know-
ledge; have been oriéinally devised eitﬁer for bilingual‘pro-
grams or for learnlng dlsablllt;es programs. but not speclfl--
cally for educatlonal programs serv1ng students who are both. ‘
The rwo educational areas are Stlll teset by questions in ref-
erence to proper de:inltlons of students o be served; .reason-
eble goals and oojectiées relating to the rate of learning;
the lack oi opprooriete screening and’ diagnostic instruments,
appropriateness of stan@erdized testing iﬁstroments to meas-

ure progress in learning, the areas of academic and socila

learning to bé stressed by program treatment; length of time

Q!
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and, fr:;: sncy of lnstructlon in both the regular class and
the ¥w.owant facilities. All of the ‘above are part of the
mentioned lack 6f information and guldellnes for program im- -
: ﬂlemenxatlon and evaluation that compllcate the lnterpret-
ation‘of‘:indzngs of Project BUILD. _ |
The second type of factor that affects and limits the
infhrpretability of Project BUILD's:evaluation findings are
more specific as related ro the project. Due to the nature
4of‘this project, as has been true in previous years, the small .
" number of scores available.at ezch grade level limits the mean-
'elngfulness and generallzablllty of readlng results. |
. The Bond and Tinker method of analyzing readlng scores

uses each student as hls/her own control. thus. its use mini-
anES the problems of loss of students due to mobzlxty and
the dlrfzcultles involving other groups for testing. Yet, the
method is not totally approprlate for first graders without
| previous school exoerience., The reading performance of these
groups was malnly Judged by the pretest - posttest comoarlson
:of ‘their mean scores. The metnod xdeally should be used to
analyze readlng growth fon a program’s whole hlstory. not Jjust
" for the span of one year. Agaln. because the nature of the
pro;ect and the locatzons of the settlngs. to apoly the methd
- for three or four years of the Project’ s~serv1ce, would have
resulted in less availnble~usable pairs of scores to analyze .

" For an educatlonal program whose main <bjectives are re-
lateg to communication skills for bilingual, learning disabled

students, the correct determination of language dominance of

(26) 35
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the serv1ced students 1s"an important one. Last year it was'
posszble to obtain hard data on the lack of adequacy of the
clagsification of the Proaect s students as to their language -
dominance. Such data is not available this year. but the
Project staff has 1nd1cated to this Consultant that through
the;r work wath the students they have become aware of the
need for more accurate methods to determine language domin-
ance. The learnlng problems exhlblted by the Program s stu-
dents may demand a more 1n—depth assessment of their lang-
uage éominance. (Recommendatzons to this effect will be
made in the proper section.). ‘
. Beszdes the small number of student scores to be used

in the ProJect s evaluation; the uniqueness of the Project
that makes guldellnes and lnformatzon scarce; and the doubt
as to how exact the established participants language;dom;-

- nance is, there is still another factor to consider when in-
terpreting the Prosect s evaluatlon results. ‘The present
evaluation design is not, totally effectlve in seoaratlng the

-

.lmpact of Project BUILD in reading achlevement as opposed to

the impact of the regular classroom. The general aoaoemic

9

progress of students served in a resource room sett;ng is
the produgt of the combination of services ih both settings.
.athe>exact calibration of the impact of one over the other: |
~demands a speoial design which' can be worked into the comp;k
lications of such an edueational arrangement and the daily

realities.of sohoél.funetioning.

(27) 3¢
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With the above conditions’ in mind, the overall assess-
ment of students’ readlng achlevement ﬁuring the academic
.year 1979-80 is summarized in Table 6 (page 29 ) and Table

(pagqjg_) and "shall be discussed. : ~_
Table é summarizes the reading achievement of groups
of students whose dominant language is English. The third,
- fourth and fifth grades met their objective fully, and the
second gradé’gpproached criferia in one method and met cri-
teria in the other. . The second grade achieved its reading
English objective in a weaker way than thé rest of the &
grades. The first grade students improved individually on
their reading scores, but the improvement aé a group was not
meahingful and their achievement was undetermined.
Tablel7vsummarizes the reading achievement of groups of
sutdents whose dominant language is Spanish. The first,
."seEOng and\thir;'grade‘achieved*their reading objectives,
with the first and second grades achieving their reading ob-
.Jectlves strongly. The three students in the fifth grade
closely achieved criteria in one method and gained 2.2; Qu
and 1.3 grade level in the other. Their gains as a group in
the Bond and Tinker method was close to criteria, tﬂe few
scores mace it difficult to determine the meaningfﬁlness of
" the results, statistically speaking. But in this Consultant’s
opinibn.the fact that two students.improved their scores to

equate a one grade equivalent is edﬁcational;y meaningful. .

The student in the fourth grade improved his reading grade

.- T~
~ e

\‘

level by 3. T l'

(28)
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o | TABLE 6 o

/

. ENGLISH AS A_DOMINANT LANGUAGE,READING OBJECTIVES

§xtent To Which Grade Achieved or Approached Criteria of P=.05

¢

| Grade Number of Bond and Tinker Pre-Test - Pogt-Test
Students Method

!

/

1 -3 X ’ X
2. N | | 9 ‘l Aehieved | Achie;eq i
3 | 5 | Achieved A 'étrongly Achieved 4
- — —— -
3. 5 Achieved | Strongly Achieved
.j 5 o ¢ '; Achieved. Achie?ed"A ]
6 1 , |  ' V(Improved by .9 G.E:;

—

X - Undetermined | | - ' | ) “

G R




SPANISH AS A DOMINANT LANGUAGE READING OBJECTIVES . |

. ) ¢ .o
Extent' to Which Grades Achieved or Approached Criteria“of P = .09

Grade “ ‘"“Number of. "Bond and Tinker Pre-Test - Post-Test
Students Method : u
1 8 . Strongly Achieved . . Strongly Achieved
2, E 8 . Achleved , Achieved
| 3 .7 o ) Stroﬁgly Achieved | ‘Stronély Achieved
- ‘ ] » — | | .
y 1 / X (Improved by .3 G.E.
5 3 / Closely Achieved. Achieved
6 0 / | X X
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Por the English groups the data available made uosslble
the evaluation of five reading objectives out of the possible
q;;. ( The_sixth grade obaect;ve could not be subjetted to

4

T any anélysig dye to a,laék of available scores.) ?ou; of the
five objectives-évaluated were attaihed. - The first graders
_made indiv;dual progress 1n their pos: test scores, but as a
group the increment was not stat;st;cally szgn;fzcant to reach
the Project's establ;shed standard to conszder their obJect- )
ive onalned. |
For the Spanish'groups the dita available m;dé‘possrble
the evaluation of four of the Project's readzng obaect;ves.
The objectives for the. fourth and s;xth graders were not - -
o Reasured because there was only one student in the fourth )
' grade ahd’none in the sixth grade._‘Pdur'o;t of six readiné.
ob;ectzves for Spanzsh were measured. All g;oups attained -
- thezr Spanzsh reading objectives. °The fifth graders were short
'of cr}terla on the Bond and Tinker method, but achieved in.
the other method (.994 grade level). In conslderayzon of the
- few caLes involved it is this Consultant’ s opznlon that the
reading obgectzves for Spanlsh were attained by the ‘1fth
graders. _

Project BUILD achieved success thisuyear in pfomoting,
f§e‘achieveﬁenf of its English'aﬂd Spanish reading objeét—
ives. 0f the four achieved reading objectives for =nglish;-
two were strongly achieved and two wér achieved in an ace-

quate manner. 0f the four achieved Spanish objectives, two -




werXe strongly achleved. on adequately achleved and one was'
a~h1eved in a weak manner. | ’

In sum, during the 1979-80racademic year Project BUILD
'achleved eight of the nlne readlng cbjectives, and further—
more, thls Consultant must indicate that: students served by -

.Pruaect‘BUILD actually.recleved none months of direct Project

. imstruction, not ten, since the first -month of the acadenic

year is dedicated to the implementation of the screening and

selection proceedures.

-OTHER AREAS OF ACHiEVEMENT

| Durlng visits vo the Pro,]ec+ Centers. thls Consultant
found other ev1dence that "indicates Proaect BUILD's impact
on tne studentsult served. The blllngual classroom teachers
verceived- that Pro ject students are more active in classroom

partlclpation. 1mproved in both receptlve and expressive lang-

RN

uage. more wllllng to participate 1n classroom act1v1t1es. and

a good majority exhlbltlng very accepatble classroom behavzor._

-In their replzes to the quest;onnalres presented them they - o
<o l/"
’attribu e the progress made by the students 1n readlng. math /
A
and behawlor to Project BUILDfs 1nterventlon.u | R
' S . » - N P
SELF-CONCEPT - T ST o - f

The self-concept test: Rosenberg Self-Concept Inventorx

_was admznlstered at the beglnnlng and at the end of the-aca-

denic year 19?9-80. The Englls& and Spanlsh domlnanb groups

- l
,

- .

i
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both showed a slight increase in their mean scores on the )
invgnté:y. The'dif?erence”in improvement is insignificant

éo as to permit any reasonable interpretation. The Pfoject's
Specia;iét in Learning Disabilities aqF the EZducative Assoc-
iates expressed to. this Consultant that the students, while
taking the test, Seemed»relucfant and not enthusiastic abtout

answering the questions presented.

 Aside of the .test results, the"Specialist, the Education-

'al Associates and the bilingual classroom teachers plus the
parents interviewed,'agreed that, by the end of the'year many
of the-students serviced by the Project acted more confident,

appeared happier and more comfortable in school.

PROGRAM EDUCATIONAL PROCESSES

-

The selectlon of students to be sgérviced by Proaect BUILD '

'for.the year 19?9-80 has been done by the Project Staff plus
- some lnput by the regular classroom teachers. Although the
;'dlscrepency criteria® (not totally accepted in the field of
learnlng disabilities) still appears in the PrOJect plan, the
'deflnlt;on given by Pederal Law PL 94—142 (The Education for

All'Handiéapped Children Act) was ponsidered when the screen-

ing and selection was done.

The selection proceedures for the academic yedar 1979-80

°n
were generally valid, but imp:oveﬁght is indicated bty a sel=-
ection of better measures of general ability and achievement

-

measures in Spanish.

S P
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DIRECT SERVICES

The direct services provided by the Proaect are effect-
ive and in compllance w1th the Proaect s specifications.

Educatlonal evaluatlons -were done by the SPEClaLlStS and a

7

number of dlagnostlc 1nstruments in English were used to oe-
termine the strangths and -weaknesses in the students learnlng.
A; a remedy for the lack of informal dlagnostlc tests in
Spgpls,. the Blllngual Specialists have develoned informal
diagnostic tasks for both readlng and math. The dlagnostlc
1nformatlon is 1ncorporated‘1nto the plan of 1nstructlon for
each student. | _ ’
Project s}hdenté recievod daily inétruotion'at the Pro-
Ject's iaboratories or resource rooos for a perioa'of fourty-
five minutés-daiié.- Recerds are kept of the students’ progress
in the differeht codmﬁnication skills.
| The Progect Dlrectob worked clooi.y with the Bilingual
Learnlng Dlsabllltles Speclallsts and was very attentlve to
thelr needs for implementing instruction. Feedback, on 31te
supervision andxmeetlngs. both 1n £roups and 1nd1v1dually '
. were offered throughout the year l9?9a80. The comfortable
?\\' | | professional relatlonshln that exists between the Progect
Dlrector and the Staff was very evident to this Consultant
when attendlng meetings and activities. -The strongest com-
' Eponent'of the Project is the teacher'slcomponent; the Bi-

‘iingual Specialists and the Educational Associates. They can

o (34)




prgmpte respect and maintain appropriate ciassroom behavior
6r:fhe individual student as well as of groups of students;
. se;egt'appropriaté methoé§ and materials‘wifb'which to feach
_the students; prodﬁce and’use wall feacher-made materials and
adapt commercial materials. ?heir}iﬁitiative and enthusiasm .
ig evident in the different activitigs conducted by them in

the resource rooms. . o

. INDIR_ECT SERVICES ‘
o Indirect Sefviées were.provided throughput the .year to-:
other classes and to students in the biiingual regular class-
_rooms in the form of suggestion of app:opfiate'teaching.tech-
-niques and:mhterials,to be.uséd;

Aithdugh'no specific-time was set aside during this ﬁast
year for the Bilingual Specialist and bilingual classroom
teaqhérs to meet; the bilingual teachers indicatéd'that commu-

| niéétions‘befween‘the two groups_has increased'thiS‘yeaf. of
:eleven (ll)qbilinguél réguiax classropm teachers consulted, 1\
eight (8) indicated that they would like to recieve tfaining \\
~in the field of learning disabilities. In this Consultant's \\
opinion the Project Staff is well qualified to offer some of
.thisftraining.. The trainiﬁg_of the bilingual regulér teach-
-'ihg‘staff will be of benefit to the Project’s students as '
‘well as the students in the regular élasses. to whom some of
the techniques and proceedures in the field of learnihg dis-

abilities can be applied.

-

[P
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STAFR DEVELOPMENT P S ’

\ . The Staff of Proaect BUILD has partlclnated with great
'enthu51asm in the series of workshops conducted by the PrOJect

D;rector and an 0 side Consultant. The Staff is receptlve.

"to trail and their efficieney in the resourcs rooms reflects

e tenefits recieved from formal training at the Universities

as well as from the workshops offered by the Project. Their

assistance to professional activities in the areas of biling-

ual education and'learning disabilities has been very satis-
. factory this Yyear. | - |

PARENT INVOLVEMENT

TPéfent-invé;yemént in Project BUILD imprqveé during the -

-past year. Mcre.parents-visited the resource rooms and
sougﬂt communication with the Project Staff. Due to the
nature of the learning problems faced by the‘students:serv-
iced by the Project a greater parent involvement is;ﬁéeded}
Written cbmmﬁﬁiéétipn in the forﬁhbf short newsletters or
bulletins. publishé@fén‘a regular basis4should be.experi-

: mghted with. L

 CURRICULAR MATERTAL |
"he amount of-matefiaIS’purchased by the-Project is con-
sidered to be'satisfaétory._ The initiative and alertness of
- the Proaect Dlrector is ev1dent in this aspect of the Project.

-

There is a consxderable amount of materials either adapted or




€

, Produced by the Project Specialists that deserves to be

prepared so as to have ;aid material'available for re-use

and dissemination.

SUMMATION

Despite all the limiting factors enumerated throughout
this report affecting Project BUILD’s functions and evaluat-
ions as?an educational program it can be said that this pro-

gram was highly successful during the academic year of 1$79-80.

The Project’s reading objectives for its serviced students

 in both languages were attained. Improvemeﬁt in other areas.'

although not quantltlvely measured, was evidenced by other. -

m——

less exact but acceptable ways, (l.e., observations, personal

. communication, teacher and parent perceptlon.)

The assessment of ‘the student’ s achlevement. in this
Consultant s oplnlon was compllcated and not completely satls-x
ractory. The unlqueness and nature of Project BUILD defles\
the appropriatness of the evalﬁatioﬁ design and the analysisw
ané'interpretation of results. -

| " The Dfoject's educational'pfocesses of selection, direct

and indirect services, staff develcpment, parent involvement,
and curricular materials were well 1mp1emented. ' e
There 1is nq doubt that the Pro;ect has improved in all

of its components and despite all the problems mentioned con-

.tihuéxion of the Project is recommended. The continuation is
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Jjustified by the findinga of this evaluation precisely due

to its experimental nature. The Project's continuation with

the primary'aim:to develop a model program that will benefit

' » . T s ) <y .
and enhance the educational Services for both bilingual and

learning disabilities populations, is indeed recommended.

SECTION .V = RECOMMENDATIONS TS

1.

2

L.

Incornorate the Federal definition of learning
dlsabllltleS.

Supplement the use of the LAB with the Boehm Test
of Basic Concepts (English and Spanish) as a way
to insure effective assessment of language domin-
arice. .

Experiment with the use of the Raven Proeressive

Matrices this year to determine if it is a more

sensitive measure of ability for bilingual child-
ren as opposed to the Goodenoughlﬁarrls. Draw-a-
Man.

Consider using the Horst Test of Reversals for
added screening 1nf0rmat1on.

DIRECT SERVICES -

0

Insist on daily 1nstructlon at the laboratory rooms

. for each student.

2.

3.

L,

Review the format of the individual’'s educational
plane. _

Specify and write an “exit of program criteria.”

Consider the tralnlng and use of peer tutors in the
“resource roome.

| INDIRECT SERVICES

1.

1allsts.

Plan with school directors for training of bilingual
classroom teachers. Most of the training can be-
carried by the Bilingual. Learnlng Dlsabllltles Spec-

] ) . o
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CURRICULUM AND MATERIALS

le Devise a'way to collect and prepare for disseminition
teacher-made materials. :

2. Stay attentive.-and informed of new curricular
materials, both Spanish and English, designed for
"bilingual and/or learning disabled children.

PARENT INVOLVEMENT

l. Plan and initiate the publication of azshort.news-
letter or bulletin specifically directed to the

Project’'s parents.

15
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APPENDIX I

RESULTS OF ELEVEN (11) QUESTIONNAIRES COLLECTED FROM
BILINGUAL REGULAR CLASSROOM TEACHERS

. I How would you rate effectiveness‘of Project Build in:

A. Selection of puyils :

Unsatisfactory . - _ T e--

Below Average -« /:%/// -——
Average 27 3%
Above Average " 5 L5.4%
Outstanding - 3 ‘ 27 3%

Be . Improvement of pupil motivation to read.

Unsatisfactory 2;;' | -, ---

Below Average o c- L. ==-
. Average . w3 3 27 3%
B Above Average 5 Ls.44%
Outstanding 3 n 27.3%

C. Improvement of reading in English Dominant éhild.

. Unsatisfactory - -——-
5 . Below Average , - -
B Average - 5 ] 50%

- Above Average 3 "30% -

- Qutstanding "2 20%

D. Improvement of reading in Spanish Dominant child. .

Unsatisfactory - ) - _ -
Below Average - - -——
Average ’ L LO%
. Above Average = _ 4 . 40%
OQutstanding z, 2 . 20% °
Not applicable 1

E.'Impfogemeﬁt in Mathematics

Unsatisfactory | s

o Below Avérage 1 . 9%

- * : Avez_'age B , L -~ 3604% ;
Above Average .4 36.4%
OQutstanding 2 18.2%

- ~I-
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PF. Improvement,in socialization and behavior.

Unsatisfactory o - ——

Below Average o 1 9%
Average ; 4 36.4%
Above Average 3 27.3%
Cutstanding 3. 27.3%

G. .Self-Esteem -

Unsatisfactory 4 - T aes

Below Average -~ . - : ———
Average Lo 3 . © o 27.3%
. T Above Average . L _ 36.44 .
4 . Outstanding _ : 4 L 36.4%

He Progress made by pupils. exited from the program.

e

Unsatisfactory 2 : - ) ———
Below Average — ———
- Average ) - 2 . 1842%
- Above Average ‘ 6 S4.6%
Outstanding 2 ' 18.2%
_iI How essential were Project BUILD sérvices to your school?
. vital - | 6 54.5%
Advantageous ‘ 5 _ 4s5.5%
Inef:ectual . - - ’ T ee-

III° Would you like to participate in in-sefvice fraihing in’
Bilingual Learning Disabilities in the future? ‘

-7 Yes : . 7 / . 63.6%
No e T 2 . 18.2%
Other 2 18.2%




N\

o

APFENDIX IT

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM THIRTEBN (13) QUESTIONNAIRES RECI“V?D

\FROM PARENTS OF A TOTAL OF FIFTEEN (15) SUBMITTED

i&\ Meetings atiended

\\Meetin S attended 0 1 2 4
\garents attend;ng 1 1 0 2 4 5

2. What type of communication have you recieved from Project
BUILD this year? 3 : ‘

None \ 0 ‘ Teacher's Nota 9
) Bulletins 4 i . Telephone Calls 2
. Letters 5 que Visits : 1l

Newsleuters é

3¢ Does the Proaect Staff communlcate with you in a language
you understand well? (Orally or written). ‘

Yes - . 13\\ €

No o

4. ' In what type of activity have you participated in this year?

None . ~ 1 »
Program plannlng N ‘
As a volunteer worker
Parents Association y
Cultural Activities N
Other N

~ 00~J\u\n

5. How many times have you conferred with Project teachers?

\

Freaquency | 0O ‘1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

- Number of parents 0 0 2.2 0 2 0 1 1 3

N\

~ More than ten (10) times 3

6. How many times have you observed teachlng in Progect BUILD
classes? \ )

Freguency. 0 1 2 3 b 54
Numbe* of parents 2 2 3 1 0‘\ 5

.7« Have you observed favorable changes in your child since he

started in Project BUILD°

Yes 12 : |
No . 1 ‘

\

?8; .Do you think that your chllds participation ln the P*ogect’

has improved his/her school performance?

Yes 13
: 0

o |
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9. - Has the attitude of your child toward school 1mproved

sirce hls/her assistance to Project BUILD? o -
 Yes .12 )
No ' 1
10. Has your chlld s behavior zt home improved since hls/her
‘ ' assistance to Proaect BUILL classes? : -
i Yes 10 - _ |

C1le Do you think that your child reads bettar?

a Yes ' ‘ll ‘
oy No 1 .
{12 Do fou think that your -child speaks better?
Yes 12 T
No~ : 1 ’ .

13. How would you rate parent participatioh in Pro ject BUfiﬁ?

Good 3 .
Average 6
i , ~ Below Average 1 _ :
/ Poor 1 - .

' 14, In general the quality of the Proaect s Staff appears to
‘ ‘you as: .
Excel;ant 6 -
Good 3
Average 3
Deficient: O
No information




